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Thesis Abstract
Archaeological sites in South Carolina are vanishing. As sea level rise, and therefore coastal
erosion, worsen, more sites will disappear. The questions of how erosion at these sites is
measured and how the public perceives the effects of climate change have been studied
separately, but not together. Here, the intersection of these is discussed, alongside how
sites are portrayed affects how the public perceives them, and therefore their importance.
Studies on measuring coastal erosion, local news reports, government documents, and
public perception of coastal management and sea level rise illuminate how people
eventually decide what is worth saving.

Introduction
There is no dearth in the amount of culturally and historically significant sites in South
Carolina, especially those overseen by the South Carolina Department of Natural Resources
(SCDNR). Many of these, too, are located on or near the coast. According to the Digital Index
of North American Archaeology (DINAA), just a one-meter rise in sea level will result in over
13,000 archaeological sites being lost across the southeastern United States (Anderson et al.
2017). Over 2,000 of these irreplaceable sites are located in South Carolina.
The weighing of different measurements to determine the danger a site is in, such as
erosion rates and sea level rise, can determine how urgent excavation, preservation, and
education of the public should be. Moreover, determining how the public perceives those
issues can impact how education about coastal erosion is disseminated and how people
perceive the environment around their home.
There is a plethora of research on attitudes towards climate change, and many
European studies on attitudes towards both sea level rise and coastal erosion
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(Koutrakis et al. 2011, Schernewski et al. 2018, Tourlioti et al. 2021). Further, there
is some research on public opinion towards sea level rise on a more local scale (Sikder &
Mozumder 2020). However, little seems to have been done in exploring the attitudes of
people who use culturally and historically important sites, like those monitored using
DINAA. Experts knowing that there is a threat is one part of the path forward towards
protection, but public knowledge is also important. Sea level rise contributes to a
compounding concern to sites near coastlines and waterways. The difference between
public perception, expert opinion, and the reality of coastal erosion and sea level rise can
affect how the severity of grave concerns for state protected cultural heritage sites are
understood and managed.

Measuring Sea Level Rise
When discussing climate change and sea level rise, a national, or even overall, average is
used. While this is acceptable for large-scale projects and international arguments, here, the
concern is a localized one. There are two commonly used methods that are often used
together: digitized photography and geospatial technology (Howey 2020, Jones et al. 2008,
McCoy 2018).
As long as aerial photographs are available, they can be used to great accuracy. For
example, a rapid increase in mean annual coastal erosion between 1955-1979 compared to
1979-2002 on over 100 kilometers of Alaskan coastline was accurately calculated using
aerial photographs from different periods (Jones et al. 2008). This was almost 15 years ago,
and with advancements in photography retouching and drone technology, this technique
can be even more accurate. It is especially useful when paired with geographic information
systems (GIS) to accurately place landmarks (McCoy 2018).
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While there is a worldwide and even nationwide average in sea level rise, it can be more
extreme in some places compared to others. Some areas along the South Carolina coast are
those places.
The possibility of sea level
rise threatening waterside
archaeological sites is not
a possibility, it is an
inevitability. As the seas
Figure 1: An aerial view of the seaward coastline of Pockoy Island
showing estimations of past coastlines. Estimations are from past aerial
photographs of the same area. Created by SCDNR, from WCBD-TV – NBC
2 (Dickson 2021)

rise, so does the necessity to
measure the impact of such

rise, and the erosion it causes. This is especially true for places that are irreplaceable like
archaeological sites.

Digital Index of North American Archeology (DINAA)
The best agglomeration of data on sea level rise at archaeological and historical sites in the
American Southeast is the Digital Index of North American Archaeology (DINAA). Sea level
rise and site destruction due to it on a national and state level is usually not tracked in an
easily accessible state database or publicly available file (Anderson et al. 2017).
mAMSL (in
meters)

Late
Archaic

Below 0
0 – 1m
>1 – 2m
>2 – 3m
>3 – 4m
>4 – 5m
Total
Total State
Sites >50m

45
122
57
130
54
63
471
1,748

17th
Century

18th
Century

8
38
15
24
7
10
102
143

98
275
130
235
77
74
889
1,715

19th
Century
219
574
252
526
153
154
1,878
4,731

NRHP

33
100
42
54
7
8
244
836

Total
Arch.
Sites
547
1,551
619
1,350
425
471
4,963
16,160
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% Of Sites in
26.95%
71.33%
51.84%
39.70%
29.19%
30.71%
Inundation
Range
Table 1: DINAA site counts at various low elevations for specific time periods, the National
Register, and all total noted archaeological sites in South Carolina (Anderson et al. 2017).
DINAA’s aim is to catalogue all archaeological sites in every state, and hopefully the
Northern Hemisphere (hence its name), though most data are focused on the Midwest,
Appalachia, and the Southeast United States. Table 1 shows sites whose elevations range
from below mean average sea level (mAMSL) to three meters. “Inundation range” is an
arbitrary cutoff from Anderson et al.’s data, whose tables go to above 50m (2017). While,
obviously, the South Carolina coastline will not be under several meters of water constantly
anytime soon, this cutoff was decided by the closest average to a storm surge that is
publicly available. For places with wide, shallow offshore continental shelves, tropical
cyclones, “may produce” storm surges of 20 feet, according to NOAA, or about 6.1m. The
highest ever storm surge in South Carolina was 19.8ft with Hurricane Hugo (NOAA). As the
sea level rises, these surges can naturally move further inland. These time periods represent
periods of academic and public interest: many surviving indigenous sites that are in the
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) and on property owned by the state are from the
Late Archaic period, and there is generally public interest when it comes to the colonization
of South Carolina, and its role in the Revolutionary and Civil Wars.

Local Level: South Carolina Archaeological Sites
State Heritage Preserves
Heritage Preserves are areas of land owned and managed by the South Carolina Department
of Natural Resources, protected for either their natural or cultural value or both (SCDNR
2016).
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Specific visitor numbers per site are not publicly available, nor is the revenue brought in per
site if visitors are charged for entry or certain activities, so specific measures of public
interest are unavailable. However, some studies and statements from SCDNR on the
challenges they face are easily retrieved. While these parks may not be unique in the fact
that they include South Carolina marshland and the scenery that typically accompanies that
landscape, they are unique in their archeological, historical, and recreational features.

Fort Frederick
While it is a
British-made
structure, Fort
Frederick is
also known by
another name:
Camp Saxton. It
is the oldest
tabby structure
Figure 2: A map of part of the Lowcountry coast, showing three heritage preserves:
Green’s Shell Enclosure, Fort Frederick, and Botany Bay. HP stands for “Heritage
Preserve,” with “WMA” standing for Wildlife Management Area. Courtesy of SCNDNR.

in the state,
tabby being a

specific type of concrete that mixes water, lime, ash, sand, and oyster shells (Morris 2019).
This was a building material unique to the coastal Southeast United States, originally from
either Northwest Africa or the Iberian Peninsula, used for many buildings built between the
late 1500s and 1850s (Morris 2019). Originally built as a fortification to dissuade attacks
from enemies to the British, mostly the Spanish, it fell into disrepair long before
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anthropogenic climate change and sea level rise became a worry (SCDNR 2016, Taylor
2016). Larger, better located forts were created, eventually the British no longer held the
colonies, and the Americans saw no use for it.
That was, until the Civil War. A dock was erected over submerged parts of Fort Frederick
(SCDNR 2016). This allowed whites, freedmen, and enslaved persons to come to it to hear
the first reading of the Emancipation Proclamation in the South on New Year’s Day, 1863:
the day it took effect (South Carolina Department of Archives and History (SCDAH) 2008). In
August of that year, the 1st South Carolina Volunteers, the first all-Black regiment to serve in
the Civil War, was mustered (SCDAH 2008). Camp Saxon was the area around Fort Frederick
that was used by the regiment between 1862 and 1863 (SCDAH 2008).
Currently, it is being swallowed by the sea. As stated previously, this erosion started before
the current spike in sea level rise, but rapidly increasing sea levels certainly are not helping.
Considering it is already partially submerged and immovable, little action can be taken upon
the actual structure to save it from further erosion.

Green’s Shell
Enclosure
Green’s Shell
Enclosure
Heritage
Preserve is one
of the smaller
heritage
Figure 3: An aerial view of Fort Frederick, from the SCDNR poster campaign Heritage at
Risk (2019).

preserves,
sitting at three
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acres (SCDNR 2016). However, it uniquely houses a defensive structure made of earth and
shells that is up to 800 years old (SCDNR 2016). This is Green’s Shell Enclosure, for which the
heritage preserve is named. At the time of its inclusion on the National Register of Historic
Places in 1974, it was one of the most pristine examples of a shell structure and housed
some of America’s first pottery (NPS & Rhett). It is more known to the general public for its
walking and hiking trails, and being a part of the Port Royal Sound Sea Kayak Trail, or in total
with land paths, the Port Royal Sound Adventure Trail (SCDNR 2016). While appearing to be
buffered by thick marshland, it is still threatened by tidal creek flooding.

Botany Bay
Containing land on
Edisto and several
nearby islands, Botany
Bay Heritage Preserve
and Wildlife
Management Area
hosts ruins of the Bleak
Figure 4: An edge of Green’s Shell Enclosure. The steep drop-off is from tidal
erosion, and not excavation. The nearest creek is seen in the top right. Photo
by Karen Smith. Courtesy of SCDNR.

Hall Plantation and

several shell rings on Fig Island, both of which are on the National Register of Historic Places
(SCDNR 2016). Another plantation site, Sea Cloud Plantation, is present, along with the
visible remnants of a colonial-era tabby barn and the standing chimney of enslaved peoples’
quarters (McAden 2022).

10

Welcoming over 70,000 visitors a
year, Botany Bay hosts a driving
tour that allows visitors to see the
post-contact structures and the
beautiful marshland (Luciano et
al. 2019, SCDNR 2016). The beach
is open to the public, and has a
landscape of dead trees turned to

Figure 5: The shoreline of Pockoy Island as of March 2022.
Photo by Meg Gaillard. Courtesy of SCDNR.

driftwood by rapidly encroaching seawater (McAden 2022, SCDNR 2016). Discover South
Carolina, the website hosted by the state Department of Parks, Recreation, and Tourism,
describes this scenery as a “boneyard” that is “a unique coastline you’ve got to walk to fully
appreciate” (McAden 2022). This type of language is unique compared to Green’s Shell. In a
blatant disregard of any worry of sea level rise, of any urgency in expert opinion, is the tone
of blogs, travel articles, and social media posts. On many sites, this is referenced as a
beautiful place, with the thought of how the beach become like that being an afterthought.
The SC Picture Project, a website dedicated to collecting photographs and interviews with
their photographers from historic and natural settings around the state, contains multiple
quotes from people who have sent in their photographs that comment on adoration for the
dying landscape (Liu et al. 2020). Out of the 51 most recent Instagram posts that tag the
Botany Bay Wildlife Management area, ranging from March 21 to May 2, 30 posts and over
60 photographs included images of the bleached driftwood and dying trees. About half of all
posts and total photographs used this as a background for people, their pets, or shells they
found. Captions like calling the beach “a little bit of heaven,” or “spring break vibes,” and
ones discussing capturing the beauty of the landscape, are common. Some posts mention
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that there is a “dark” aspect to the place, or a bit of sadness, but these are outweighed
heavily by family and personal photographs and praise for the landscape. In many articles
and social media captions, the beach is called “Boneyard” Beach in an affectionate manner
(Edistoisland.com, Liu et al. 2020). The Boneyard beach is flaunted as a “must-see”
destination and a “photographer’s paradise” (Liu et al. 2020).
The entire Edisto area is eroding quicker than the majority of places in the United States,
and the majority of places in South Carolina. From 1949 to 2016, the average rate of
beachfront retreat was 7.5 meters per year (Luciano et al. 2019). Severe storms and flooding
from 2015 to 2017 caused that rate to drastically increase to as much as 23 meters per year
(Luciano et al. 2019). The core of the island, meaning the harder, more permanent materials
like natural occurring metals that should be making up its near interior, are now visible on
the beach. While this threatens every archaeological and historical site in Botany Bay, these
developments are most worrying for the two sets of shell rings inside of the heritage
preserve and wildlife management
area. Shell rings are massive,
manmade, purposefully crescent or
ring-shaped structures that are
meters high and tens of meters in
diameter (Russo 2006, SCDNR
2016). They include mostly the
Figure 6: A LiDAR scan of the Pockoy Island coast, showing the
Pockoy Island Shell Rings and their elevation. The shell ring closest
to the bottom is now underwater. Map by Karen Smith, 2016.
Courtesy of SCDNR.

shells of native shellfish, primarily
oysters in South Carolina, Fig Island

is already inundated, and like Fort Frederick, has been before anthropogenic climate change
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began (Russo 2006). However, the sharply increasing rate of sea level rise is, of course,
detrimental to their existence.
Pockoy Island is being actively excavated, and coastal erosion has already taken away both
an entire shell ring and its valuable information on the people and culture that created it
(Dickson 2021, Johnson 2021).

Measures At Sites
At Spanish Mount, a site similar in archeological context to the shell rings at Botany Bay,
erosion is also an issue. It is in a
similar situation to Fort Frederick
and Pockoy Island. A retaining wall
was built around the main mound
in order to prevent further erosion
in the early 2000s, but the 2015
floods fractured this wall (Johnson
2018). Spanish Mount is now at the
mercy of tidal creek flooding. A
Figure 7. A map of both shell rings on Pockoy Island and all shovel test
pits (STPs) dug to examine where to excavate. Several different coastlines
included. Ring 1 is now underwater. Map by Karen Smith, 2021. Courtesy
of SCDNR.

berm was constructed around the
most seaward wall at Pockoy after

flooding to not only the shell ring itself, but excavation pits within it, in 2018 (Johnson
2018). This was not a permanent solution. With sites like Pockoy Island and Fort Frederick
already partially submerged, it is difficult to build any permanent, effective structure
without affecting the structural integrity of the structures or the archaeological integrity of
current or future excavations.
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Risks from Weather Events
Tropical cyclones are becoming more severe and more frequent due to climate change. Like
modern infrastructure, sites with less of a buffer of mangroves, marshes, or barrier islands
can be more susceptible to damage from tropical cyclones. Not only does a higher sea level
make damage from cyclones come closer to coastal sites, storm surges can come at higher
levels and at increased rates. All of these heritage preserves border bodies of water and
face tidal flooding. They are incredibly susceptible to flooding events, so much so that
damage and evaluation of such damage from hurricanes and floods is included in their site
management plans.
Green’s Shell has the benefit of not facing the ocean, being on the northwest shore of Hilton
Head Island, and instead is located near offshoots of Skull Creek. Fort Frederick is located on
the eastern side of Port Royal, facing a wide waterway that eventually becomes Brickyard
Creek. During the most recent hurricanes to effect South Carolina, both of these creeks
flooded, causing damage to nearby homes and businesses (Gazaway 2018). Several king and
moon tides have also caused flooding. Botany Bay faces the open ocean, and beaches are
regularly eroded by king tides. Naturally, Botany Bay is most susceptible to erosion by
extremely high tides, storms, tropical cyclones, extratropical cyclones, and storm surges
arising from these phenomena. In fact, the flooding and overall destruction of Hurricanes
Joaquin, Matthew, and Irma is responsible for the massive increase in coastal erosion at
Botany Bay between 2015 and 2017 from around seven to 23 meters per year.
Currently, none of these sites have any manmade architecture to temporarily or
permanently protect them from severe weather events.
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Public Opinion on Climate Change
While public concern over climate change and its various effects can vary widely depending
on political party, at least in the United States, the majority of Americans do believe that
climate change is real and that it is human caused (Howe et al. 2015). Even if the state, or
sometimes federal, government does not see climate change as a concern, the populous
does. Why they might be concerned about it, however, may be another issue entirely.
People located nearer to the coast are more likely to care about the issue of sea level rise,
with the actual elevation of where those people live being less of a factor (Sikder &
Mozumder 2020).
There is no concrete data on how much the public, especially the American public, cares
about archaeological sites in relation to climate change, sea level rise, or coastal erosion.
However, conclusions can be estimated based on responses in different states or countries.
In Grecian high-flooding areas, at least, people cared the most about protecting homes and
lessening economic impact (worry about damage to the tourism sector if no action is taken,
costs of mitigation) (Jones et al. 2018).
There are no “bad” reasons to be concerned about climate change, or rising sea levels, but
for the purposes of historical preservation and archaeology, those reasons can lead to
positive and negative effects. Protecting nearby neighborhoods with jetties and groins may
lead to further or new erosion at heritage sites.
The general public may also care about cultural sites on the coast, especially when they live
on the coast themselves, but this care tends to be focused when those sites are tied to
tourism or are of utmost national importance. These sites are of importance to the story of
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the entire country, but are certainly not as well known or well-publicized as other South
Carolina sites that are visited by many tourists each year, like Fort Sumter.

Question

Believes
global
warming is
affecting the
weather

Worried
about global
warming

Global
warming will
harm future
generations

Global
warming will
harm me
personally

Has
personally
experienced

Geographic
Level
National
Average
State
Average
Beaufort
County
Charleston
County
National
Average
State
Average
Beaufort
County
Charleston
County
National
Average
State
Average
Beaufort
County
Charleston
County
National
Average
State
Average
Beaufort
County
Charleston
County
National
Average
State
Average

% of
Adults
Agreeing
64%
60%
60%

Question

Geographic
Level

Citizens
should do
more to
address global
warming

National
Average
State
Average
Beaufort
County
Charleston
County
National
Average
State
Average
Beaufort
County
Charleston
County
National
Average
State
Average
Beaufort
County
Charleston
County
National
Average
State
Average
Beaufort
County
Charleston
County
National
Average
State
Average

68%
65%
62%
65%

Congress
should do
more to
address global
warming

68%
71%
67%
71%

My governor
should do
more to
address global
warming

72%
47%
45%
46%

Local officials
should do
more to
address global
warming

48%
46%
43%

Discuss global
warming at
least
occasionally

% of
Adults
Agreeing
65%
63%
66%
66%
61%
59%
61%
64%
57%
58%
57%
61%
59%
59%
59%
62%
35%
32%
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global
warming

Beaufort
County
Charleston
County

45%
47%

Beaufort
County
Charleston
County

36%
38%

Table 2: Questions and responses from the 2021 Yale Climate Opinions Map, cited at Howe et al. 2015.

The focus, overall is on where people live and work: coastal metropolitan centers, homes
and businesses. This is absolutely understandable; however, an incalculable loss of
knowledge can occur when rising sea levels meet coastal archaeological sites.
Overall public interest and care in archaeological and historical sites, such as heritage
preserves, is driven by economic factors (Jones et al. 2014, Sikder & Mozumder 2020). This
is believable, considering Beaufort and Charleston Counties, two coastal counties with
population centers and the majority of coastal archaeological sites in the state, have polled
public beliefs on climate change that generally correspond with the national average (Howe
et al. 2015).
Concern is more often than not intertwined with concern for sites and activities associated
with local recreation or the tourism industry (Jones et al. 2014). The sites are tangential to
other areas that usually accompany coastal preserves in South Carolina, such as beaches,
hiking trails, kayaking trails, and general scenic views. The protection of these assets is more
paramount than archaeological ones.
Most importantly for public policy is that the importance of issues to the public.

What the Public Considers Worth Saving
It is 2000. The Cape Hatteras Lighthouse is an iconic sight on the Outer Banks, with its
swirling exterior of black and white bricks. With $12m of taxpayer money and nearly 20
years of planning, the complex is moved over 2,800 feet inland to protect it from increasing
coastal erosion (Erlandson 2012). This, like people worrying if sea level rise will affect their
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homes and businesses, is not a bad thing. However, there are almost 900 archaeological
sites in North Carolina with an elevation below 1 meter, including 138 sites on the National
Register for Historic Places (Anderson et al. 2017). How many have been lost since 2000,
how many with less spectacular appearances and massive visitor numbers?
In 2006, a report with over 170 pages was published by the NPS’s Southeast Archaeology
Center on all shell rings in the Southeastern United States, their history, and their potential
as National Historic Landmarks (Russo 2006). 60 pages alone are spent on the history and
development of early archaic cultures, how those cultures became sedentary, and how shell
rings eventually came to be created (Russo 2006).
In order to be on the National Register, the state must send in a completed nomination
form. These forms have remained exactly the same since the program started, with some
minor changes in language to reflect changes in cultural attitudes. In the “Significance”
portion, there is a “Period” and an “Area of Significance” section with check boxes.

Figure 8: The beginning of the "Significance" portion of the National Register nomination form for Fort
Frederick (NPS & Kendall 1974).
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It appears that modern nomination forms, at least ones this century, no longer use this
checklist in favor of ones directly applicable to the criteria explicitly stated in the National
Historic Preservation Act, which created the National Register. Sites are being added every
year, and the NPS keeps a database of these forms, some available easily through links to
the National Archives. However, for these sites, crucial to so many different periods of
history to both South Carolina and the United States, there are two key observations:
anything before the arrival of white colonists is diluted to “Pre-Columbian,” and almost
always, anything of indigenous build is only marked as “Historic”. This has an irrevocable
effect on how these places were first viewed by the government, archaeologic professionals
of the period, and the public then and today.
While there are sites elsewhere that span the vast expanse of tens of thousands of years of
state, American, and human history, the Late Archaic is still quite old. At most, 4,300 years
ago, in the case of the Pockoy Island shell rings (Johnson 2021). To have an individual
century for the time that Europeans have been on the continent, then to wrangle everything
else as an ambiguous “Pre-Columbian” is a gross disservice to the rich, diverse cultures that,
like their European counterparts, changed and varied throughout time. To label so many
monuments to human culture and ingenuity as one period for thousands of years,
permanently in the National Archives no less, creates a narrative that pre-European
American culture was stationary. If professionals in the field, those who petitioned for such
sites to be on the National Register, and those who created the nomination form to word it
as such, see such cultures in such times as stationary, then how would a different narrative
be conveyed to the public?
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There is also the more ambiguous question, which was also replaced to be cleared in terms
of the National Historic Preservation Act later on: what area of significance does this place
hold? For Fort Frederick, this was a multitude: five checked boxes. It is a historical site with
agricultural, architectural, educational, militaristic, and political importance, according to
this list (NPS & Kendall 1974). The Bleak Hall Outbuildings form is similar, with a paragraph
for each area checked off to reason its agricultural, architectural, and political significance
(NPS & Caughman 1973).

Figure 9: An aerial view of the Fig Island Shell Rings, Fig Island 3 closest to bottom, Fig Island 1 closest to
waterway. Photo by Jamie Koelker, May 2019. Courtesy of SCDNR.

What area of significance does Fig Island hold? It has shell rings, and is what the NPS called,
“arguably the largest, most complex shell ring structure known (Russo 2006). Fig Island 2 is
82m in diameter, and Fig Island 3 being 49m, and Fig Island 1, the largest, is 157m with a 6m
height compared to the surrounding marsh (Russo 2006). Thousands of pottery sherds, have
been found at just Fig Island 1 alone, along with numerous shell tools and bone pins (Russo
2006).
The same can be said for Green’s Shell Enclosure. At the time of their entry into the National
Register, both Green’s Shell Enclosure and Fig Island were some of the first evidence of
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sedentary human settlement in North America, and the earliest evidence of pottery (NPS &
Hemmings 1970, NPS & Rhett 1974). Green’s Shell Enclosure was also noted as one of the
few “shell structures” not disturbed by coastal erosion or previous taking of the shell in its
walls for road construction (NPS & Rhett 1974).
At least with Fort Frederick, the literal definitions of “area of significance” are stretched.
Presumably, the fort was labeled as “educational” due to its value as educational in Civil
War history, or even due to it being the site where Civil War troops trained. The same logic,
therefore, can be applied to other places. With Green’s Shell or Fig Island, they could be a
huge insight into Late Archaic indigenous culture for the public, a huge educational benefit.
Perhaps Fig Island has engineering or architectural significance based on its sheer size and
ability to withstand the test of coastal erosion for thousands of years. Even if the purpose of
the shell rings is unknown to us, by modern standards and some arguments, they could very
well qualify as “landscape” or “landscape architecture”.
Both of these pre-European sites have one box checked. They are significant because they
are "Prehistoric” (NPS & Hemmings 1970, NPS & Rhett 1974).
Perhaps other archaeologists or DNR directors or such professionals in other places and
times were less strict, but for Fig Island and Green’s Shell Enclosure, this was not the case.
There is also the NPS report from 2006 about all Southeastern shell ring complexes. It may
be the case that the Southeast Archaeological Center ordered such a study to be completed
and a report published, that they wanted documentation of all shell rings and their status as
National Landmarks in one place. The National Landmarks Program is similar to the National
Register for Historic Places, in that anything declared a National Landmark is automatically
on the National Register. There are similar reports available for other categories of sites:
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ones specifically related to U.S. Presidents, Spanish American settlement, and specific
federally recognized tribes (National Parks Service 2022). Nevertheless, it is interesting that
there is no massive report to justify why, for example, British forts or Southern plantations
are or are not National Landmarks.
While many other types of sites will also be lost with rising sea levels and increasing coastal
erosion, indigenous sites will be more marginalized than they already are, and EuroAmerican sites will be overrepresented in the archaeological record (Howey 2020). Of
course, as with the case of the Cape Hatteras Lighthouse, the more stereotypically
spectacular a site is, the more likely that there will be public interest in its protection.

Discussion and Conclusions
Many archaeological sites in South Carolina are threatened by sea level rise and coastal
erosion, and several of those in heritage preserves are at an urgent risk. Fort Frederick,
Green’s Shell Enclosure, and Botany Bay all present unique information and experiences for
archaeologist and the public, yet face the same challenge of rising sea levels and everincreasing costal erosion.
While it is evident that not only the general American population, but people living the
areas close to these sites and likely to be affected by sea level rise themselves care about
climate change. Despite vocal political minorities, the majority of people believe that
climate change will affect, or has already affected, their lives. And, while those same people
tend to not be overly politically active with coastal erosion mitigation measures or
mitigation policy until it directly affects them, there is the hope that at least the proximity of
these places to some population centers will make the fight to save them, be it through
legislation, non-profits, or otherwise, worthwhile.
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However, there is the difficulty that comes with public perception, regardless of the actual
importance of sites. How can people judge what is worth their time, their money, their
effort, when the telling of South Carolina’s story tends to skew importance towards certain
types of sites, or when knowledge on the dangers a place faces are overshadowed by how
beautiful its downfall is? Moreover, how can a balance between allowing people to enjoy a
unique place, despite the destruction in it, while educating them on the threats those places
face, be reached? Obviously, people do not want their summer vacation or weekend of
beachgoing and hiking ruined by severe, urgent warnings that the place they are visiting is
being irreversibly changed as they know it, and will perhaps be gone in a couple of years. To
frighten does not necessarily mean to educate. Yet, it is necessary to convey not only that
such places are changing for the worse, but how those changes will affect irreplaceable
sites, even if those sites are not all accessible to the public. The urgency and severity of sea
level rise must be conveyed at a wider scale, as well as the cultural and historical
importance of sites like Green’s Shell Enclosure or Pockoy Island. Whether this is done
through signage at actual sites, guided tours that involve language around sea level rise, or
anything else that the Department of Natural Resources and other stakeholders decide, it
must be equitable in how different sites are discussed. The goal is to allow visitors to enjoy
trips to heritage preserves, while making them cognizant of the wonderful, rich history
those places have to offer, and some of the threats those places face. People worry about
what they are aware of, and especially what they care about, in the context of climate
change. It is necessary for the public to care about archaeological sites in order for them to
have a chance at being saved.
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